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Sir: 

Transmitted herewith are: [X] a Petition To Director Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(1); [X]acheck 
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FEE FOR ADDITIONAL CLAIMS 

[X] A fee for additional claims is not required. 

[ ] A fee for additional claims is required. The additional fee has been calculated as shown 
below: 





TOTAL 
CLAIMS 


HIGHEST 
NUMBER 
PREVIOUSLY 
PAID FOR 


NUMBER OF 
EXCESS 
CLAIMS 


RATE 


FEES DUE 


TOTAL CLAIMS 


69 


95 


0 


X $9.00 


= 0.00 


INDEPENDENT 


22 


29 


0 


x $43.00 


= 0.00 


FIRST INTRODUCTION OF MULT. DEPENDENT CLAIM +$145.00 


= 0.00 


TOTAL FEES DUE 


= 00.00 



[X] Small entity status has already been established for Applicant(s) in this case. 
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$130.00 .(check no. 2290) 



[X] The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment of any additional fees 
required in connection with the paper(s) transmitted herewith, or to credit any 
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an envelope addressed to the Mail Stop Petition, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 
1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on the date indicated below: 




Leon R. Yankwich, Reg. No. 30,237 
David G. O'Brien, Reg. No. 50,944 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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Cambridge, Massachusetts 02 1 39 
telephone: 617-374-3700 
telecopier: 617-374-0055 
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Date 
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Applicant is in receipt of the Advisory Action issued May 7, 2004 refusing entry on the 
record of Applicant's Declaration pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.132, submitted with Applicant's 
response after final. Applicant submits this petition to the Director pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
§1.1 8 1(a)(1), requesting an order to compel entry of Applicant's declaration submitted March 22, 
2004 into the record so that the data presented therein may be fully considered on appeal. 



In response to the final Office Action issued September 24, 2003, Applicant submitted a 
Notice of Appeal and a Response including the declaration of the inventor, Dr. Denise L. 
Faustman, M.D., Ph.D., pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.132. The Rule 132 declaration was included to 
address and dispute the Examiner's interpretation of the primary references relied on in rejecting 
Applicant's claims under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) and 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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In the final Office Action, the Examiner maintained rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and 
§103 that had been raised in the first Office Action and thoroughly addressed by Applicant in the 
response to the first Office Action. In particular, in the first Office Action the Examiner cited Oliver 
et al., U.S. Pat. No. 4,399,123 and Oliver et al., U.S. Pat. No. 5,397,353 as primary references, stating 
that each taught a method for inhibiting transplant rejection of donor tissue that was deemed identical 
to Applicant's claimed method. Applicant pointed out in responding to the initial citation of the Oliver 
et al. patents that the preparatory treatment of donor tissue according to Oliver et al. with sodium azide 
resulted in fibrous tissue which was dead (and intended to be dead) and which served as a matrix for 
new tissue growth in a transplant recipient, whereas Applicant's claims specified the use of viable 
donor tissue, a distinction which was emphasized by amendments made in the claims. (See, 
Applicant's Amendment and Response filed June 25, 2003.) 

In the final Office Action of September 24, 2003, the Examiner chose to dispute the biological 
effect of the donor tissue pretreatments taught by Oliver et al., thus making the biological effects of 
the procedures taught by Oliver et al. a contested fact between the Office and Applicant. Essentially, 
the Examiner took the position that if the Oliver et al. references did not specifically state that the 
chemical treatments taught therein were lethal to donor cells, then the references did not stand for 
pretreatment of donor tissue to render it non- viable. The adoption of this position by the Examiner 
was taken as an indication that the Examiner had concluded that the chemical treatments taught by the 
Oliver et al patents would not be universally recognized and understood by those skilled in the art to 
be lethal to the donor tissue, as Applicant had argued. 

Thus, the interpretation of the references adopted by the Examiner in the final Office Action 
directly called for a demonstration that what Applicant had argued in response to the first Office 
Action was, in fact, true: namely, that the chemical treatments for donor tissue to be used in 
transplantation as taught in the Oliver et al. patents would result invariably in non-viable donor tissue. 

In response to the Examiner's position, which was taken for the first time in the final Office 
Action, Applicant conducted a series of laboratory experiments to demonstrate that the methods taught 
and claimed in the Oliver et al. patents could only result in cell death and could therefore not anticipate 
or render obvious Applicant's claimed methods requiring viable donor tissue. Specifically, Applicant 
duplicated critical steps of the methods taught by Oliver et al., using a variety of eukaryotic cells of 
murine and human origin, that are suitable for transplantation according to the methods of the present 
invention. Such treatments included treating the cells with various concentrations of, for example, 
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sodium azide or formaldehyde as taught by the Oliver et al. patents. The results of these experiments 
were compiled and submitted in response to the final Office Action in the inventor's Declaration under 
37 C.F.R. §1.132 referred to above, specifically to provide the Examiner with documented and 
undisputable scientific proof that the treatments taught by Oliver et al. were unquestionably lethal to 
treated cells. 

In the Advisory Action issued May 7, 2004, the Examiner refused entry of the Applicant's 
Rule 132 declaration, stating that the declaration would not be entered because good and sufficient 
reasons for why the declaration was not presented earlier had not been provided. However, as 
explained by Applicant on page 4 of her Response Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.116 filed March 24, 2004, 
the Rule 132 declaration was required because the fact of what effect the Oliver et al. treatments (e.g., 
0.5 mg/ml sodium azide for 28 days) would have on living cells was disputed by the Examiner for the 
first time in the final Office Action of September 24, 2003. 

The experiments conducted and the facts presented in the Applicant's Rule 132 declaration are 
essential in order for the Board of Appeals to gain a complete understanding of the teachings of the 
cited references and to understand the patentable distinctions that Applicant has demonstrated between 
her invention and the references of record. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.1 81(b), Applicant resubmits herewith a copy of the Declaration of 
Denise L. Faustman Under 37 C.F.R. §1.132 as it was originally submitted with the response to the 
final Office Action and Notice of Appeal on March 24, 2004. (See Tab A) Grant of Applicant's 
petition and entry of the declaration into the record is respectfully requested. 

A petition fee under 37 C.F.R. §1.1 7(h) is included herewith (check no. 2292). The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees or to credit overpayment associated 
with the submission of this petition to Deposit Account No. 50-0268 . 




Respectfully submitted, 



Leon R. Yankwicl R&g. No. 30,237 
David G. O'Brien, Re§. No. 46,125 
Attorneys for Applicant 



YANKWICH & ASSOCIATES 
201 Broadway 

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 
telephone: (617) 374-3700 
telefax: (617)374-0055 
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DECLARATION OF DENISE L. FAUSTMAN 
UNDER 37 C.F.R. $1.132 



I, Denise L. Faustman, hereby declare and state that: 

1 . I am the inventor and owner of the subject matter claimed in the above-identified patent 
application, U.S. Serial No. 09/913,664. 



2. I am an Associate Professor of Medicine at Harvard Medical School and Director of the 
Immunobiology Laboratory at the Massachusetts General Hospital (MGH), Charlestown, 
MA. 



3. The present application is directed to an improved method for the transplantation of 
allogeneic or xenogeneic donor tissue into a host recipient. Specifically, a method is 
disclosed whereby viable (live) donor tissue is treated with at least one enzyme to 
temporarily remove surface antigens, particularly MHC Class I surface antigens, prior to 
the transplantation step without rendering the donor tissue non-viable. The removal of 
the surface antigens helps attenuate the immune response of the host and facilitates 
acceptance of the foreign donor tissue. Once the viable transplant tissue is established in 
the host, MHC Class I surface antigens are reexpressed on the surface of the cells of the 
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donor tissue and are recognized by the host organism as "self antigens, thereby 
preventing attack of the donor tissue by the immune system of the host. In a preferred 
method, the donor tissue is treated with either papain alone or a combination of papain 
and _-galactosidase. 

4. I have been informed by my attorney, and it is my understanding, that the claims of my 
application have been rejected as lacking novelty in view of the teachings of two U.S. 
patents, namely, U.S. 4,399,123 to Oliver et al. (the '123 patent) and U.S. 5,397,353 also 
to Oliver et al. (the '353 patent), or as being obvious in view of the teachings of those 
Oliver et al. patents taken together with other references, namely, Galati et al. 
(Cytometry. 27:77-83, 1997) and Stone et al. (Transplantatioa 65(12):1577-83, June 
1998). I am familiar with these publications, having studied them in connection helping 
my attorneys answer an earlier office action issued in my application. 

5. These references do not teach my invention or make it obvious because the two Oliver et 
al. patents (the '123 patent and the '353 patent) and also the Stone et al. article teach a 
treatment for donor tissue intended for transpant that kills all living cells associated with 
that tissue (and thus the donor tissue is not viable at the time of transplant). Furthermore, 
the Galati et al. article does not relate to preparation of cells for transplantation but rather 
to a method for obtaining MHC Class I antigen complexes removed from cells by papain 
digestion, as a means of quantitatively measuring the amount of MHC Class I molecules 
expressed. 

6. I have been informed and believe that the Examiner has maintained the rejections based 
on the teachings of these documents, and I have been informed and believe that the 
Examiner has argued that the treatments of donor tissue taught in the *123 patent, the '353 
patent, and the Stone et al. article are not disclosed to be lethal to donor tissues. 

7. I am making this declaration to demonstrate that the treatments of donor tissues as 
described in the '123 patent, the '353 patent, and the Stone et al. article directly cause the 
tissue to quickly become non-viable and therefore unsuitable for use in my invention. 
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I personally conducted experiments following the teachings of the '123 patent, the 353 
patent, and the Stone et al. article to treat murine and human eukaryotic cells with 
varying concentrations of the agents taught in those references. Specifically, I treated 
murine T cells isolated from splenocytes, kidney cells, and liver cells, or human 
peripheral blood lymphocytes (PBLs) with varying concentrations of sodium azide (as 
taught in both the '123 patent and the '353 patent), or with formaldehyde (taught in the 
! 123 patent), or with acetone (taught in the 353 patent), or with alcohol + a-galactosidase 
(as taught in the Stone et al. document). The data are presented herein. 

I. Treatment of donor cells with sodium azide 

Example 1 of the 1 123 patent specifies that tissue intended for transplantation (human 
dermis) is treated with trypsin (2 mg/ml in 0.1M phosphate buffer) and 0.5 mg/ml sodium 
azide at 15° C for 28 days, prior to glutaraldehyde treatment (16 hours) and implantation 
into a host. Example 2 of the '123 patent specifies the same treatment, substituting 
chymotrypsin for the trypsin. Example 3 of the '123 patent specifies the same treatment, 
substituting rat tendon tissue for the human dermis of Example 1. Example 4 of the '123 
patent specifies the same treatment using pig ligament in place of human dermis tissue. 
Example 6 of the '123 patent specifies the same treatment using pig dermis. 

Example 1 of the 353 patent specifies treatment of pig dermis intended for transplant by 
immersion in acetone (1 hour), followed by washing in 0.1 M phosphate buffer, then 
treatment with trypsin (2 mg/ml in 0.1 M phosphate buffer) and 0.5 mg/ml sodium azide 
at 15° C for 28 days. Example 2 of the 353 patent specifies treatment of pig dermis 
intended for transplant by immersion in acetone for 2 hours, followed by washing in 
0.1M phosphate buffer, then treatment with papain (3 mg/ml in 0.1M phosphate buffer), 
cysteine (0.01M), and 0.5 mg/ml sodium azide for 28 days. Example 3 of the 353 patent 
specifies treatment of pig dermis intended for transplant by immersion in acetone (39 
hours), followed by washing in 0.1M phosphate buffer containing sodium azide (0.5 
mg/ml) and trypsin (50 g/1) for 7 days, then dehaired and treated with the trypsin/sodium 
azide buffer for an additional 21 days. 
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Thus, the '123 and '353 patents both teach a protocol for treating donor tissue prior to 
transplant that requires contact of the tissue with sodium azide at a concentration of 0.5 
mg/ml for about 28 days. 

The '123 and 353 patents state that the sodium azide is included as a bactericide, 
however I followed the '123 and '353 patent teachings in order to demonstrate that the 
sodium azide treatment also results in the production of non-viable donor tissue for the 
transplant: 

Protocol: Fresh murine T cells isolated from NOD and B6 mouse splenocytes, kidney 
cells and liver cells of B6 mice, and human peripheral blood lymphocytes (PBLs) were 
isolated and plated into 24-well plates at a density of 1 * 10 6 cells per ml. 

Cells were incubated with sodium azide (NaN 3 ) at a particular concentration at 15° C. 
NaN 3 concentrations of 0 mg/ml, 0.001 mg/ml, 0.002 mg/ml, 0.01 mg/ml, 0.02 mg/ml, 
0.1 mg/ml, and 0.5 mg/ml were tested. The cells were suspended in standard tissue 
culture media (RPMI with 10% FCS). The % viability of the cells as a function of 
sodium azide concentration was assessed after 22 hours and after 3 days incubation by 
flow cytometry using propidium iodide. Results of these experiments are shown in 
Tables 1A, IB, and 1C. 

Results: Table 1 A shows the % viability of murine NOD and B6 T cells isolated from 
splenocytes and treated with varying concentrations of sodium azide. Table IB shows 
the % viability of murine B6 T cells isolated from kidney and liver cells and treated with 
varying concentrations of sodium azide. Table 1C shows the % viability of human 
peripheral blood lymphocytes treated with varying concentrations of sodium azide. 

Table 1A: 



Sodium azide toxicity on T cells isolated from splenocytes of NOD and B6 mice 



NaN3 Concentration 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) 


(mg/ml) 


at 22 hours 


at 3 days 


0 


75/80 


65/72 


0.001 


55/65 


0/0 


0.002 


50/61 


0/0 


0.01 


50/55 


0/0 


0.02 


21/35 


0/0 


0.10 


5/5 


0/0 


0.50 


4/2 


1/0 
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Table IB: 



Sodium azide toxicity on liver and kidney cells from B6 mice 



NaN3 Concentration 


% viable cells 


% viable cells 


(mg/ml) 


(liver/kidney) at 22 hours 


(liver/kidney) at 3 days 


0 


85/82 


81/82 


0.001 


20/14 


2/5 


0.002 


20/15 


1/0 


0.01 


5/4 


0/0 


0.02 


1/2 


0/0 


0.10 


0/0 


0/0 


0.50 


0/0 


0/0 


Table 1C: 






Sodium azide toxicity on human PBLs 


NaN3 Concentration 


% viable PBLs 


% viable PBLs 


(mg/ml) 


at 22 hours 


at 3 days 


0 


92 


87 


0.001 


12 


2 


0.002 


8 


2 


0.01 


7 


2 


0.02 


7 


0 


0.10 


5 


0 


0.50 


0 


0 



10. My experiments show that sodium azide treatment was very toxic to both freshly isolated 
murine and human cells at all the test concentrations of 0.001-0.5 mg/ml. After 3 days of 
exposure to sodium azide, all donor cells exposed to sodium azide concentrations above 
0.01 mg/ml were uniformly and completely non-viable. All sodium azide experiments 
were terminated after 3 days as less than 5% viable cells remained in the tissue culture 
wells at all sodium azide concentrations (except control cells: 0 mg/ml sodium azide). 

11. II. Treatment of donor cells with formaldehyde 

The '123 patent teaches a method for preparing fibrous tissue for transplantation which 
includes two enzymatic treatments (proteolytic and carbohydrate-splitting enzymes), 
followed by contact with a crosslinking agent, i.e., glutaraldehyde or formaldehyde at a 
concentration greater than 0.01% (see, col. 3 (lines 45-65); col. 4 (lines 49-65) of the 
'123 patent). The '123 patent further specifies that treated tissue is only suitable for 
transplant "after its sterilization" (see, col. 3 (line 43 and line 48); col. 4 (line 53); col. 5 
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(line 2 and lines 26-30) of the ! 123 patent). Example 5 of the '123 patent specifies that 
samples of pig dermal collagen were treated with 0.1%, 1% or 5% formaldehyde for 21 
days. 

The ! 123 patent states that the formaldehyde treatment is to remove antigenicity of the 
treated tissue by crosslinking amino groups in the tissue (see, col. 3 (line 60) to col. 4 
(line 7)); however, I followed the '123 patent teachings with respect to formaldehyde 
treatment in order to demonstrate that exposure to such crosslinking agents as 
glutaraldehyde or formaldehyde also results in the production of non-viable donor tissue 
for the transplant: 

Protocol: Fresh murine T cells isolated from NOD and B6 mouse splenocytes, kidney 
cells and liver cells of B6 mice, and human peripheral blood lymphocytes (PBLs) were 
isolated and plated into 24-well plates at a density of 1 x 10 6 cells per ml. 

The cells were treated for 5 minutes in either 0.1%, 0.2%, or 5% formaldehyde. The % 
viability of the cells as a function of formaldehyde concentration was assessed after 22 
hours and after 3 days by flow cytometry using propidium iodide. Results of these 
experiments are shown in Tables 2A, 2B, and 2C. 

Results: Table 2 A shows the % viability of T cells isolated from murine NOD and B6 
splenocytes 22 hours and 3 days after a 5 minute treatment with formaldehyde. Table 2B 
shows the % viability of murine B6 kidney and liver cells 22 hours and 3 days after a 5 
minute treatment with formaldehyde. Table 2C shows the % viability of human 
peripheral blood lymphocytes 22 hours and 3 days after a 5 minute treatment with 
formaldehyde 

Table 2A: 



Formaldehyde toxicity in T cells isolated from splenocytes of NOD and B6 mice 



Formaldehyde 
Concentration (%) 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) 
at 22 hours 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) 
at 3 days 


0 


78/86 


70/78 


0.1 


11/15 


0/0 


0.2 


8/14 


0/0 


5 


0/0 


0/0 
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Table 2B: 



Formaldehyde toxicity in T cells isolated from liver and kidney cells of B6 mice 



Formaldehyde 


% viable cells 


% viable cells 


Concentration (%) 


(liver/kidney) at 22 hours 


(liver/kidney) at 3 days 


0 


91/95 


88/90 


0.1 


2/3 


0/0 


0.2 


0 


0/0 


5 


0 


0/0 


Table 2C: 


i 




Formaldehyde toxicity in fresh human PBLs 


Formaldehyde 


% viable PBLs 


% viable PBLs 


Concentration (%) 


at 22 hours 


at 3 days 


0 


95 


90 


0.1 


5 


0 


0.2 


4 


0 


5 


0 


0 



12. My experiments show that donor cells treated for only five minutes (as compared with 16 
hours glutaraldehyde treatment (Examples 1-4 and 6) or 21 days formaldehyde treatment 
(Example 5) in the '123 patent) results in completely non- viable tissue in all cases within 
3 days at concentrations of 0. 1% or greater. 

13. III. Treatment of donor cells with acetone 

The f 353 patent teaches a wet preparation of tissue intended for transplant involving 
initial extraction of the tissue with an organic solvent such as acetone (see, col. 4 (line 50) 
of the '353 patent) before sterilization with gamma radiation or hydrogen peroxide. 
Example 1 of the f 353 patent specifies treatment of pig dermis intended for transplant by 
immersion in acetone for 1 hour, followed by washing and enzyme treatment. Example 2 
of the '353 patent specifies treatment of pig dermis intended for transplant by immersion 
in acetone for 2 hours, followed by washing and enzyme treatment. Example 3 of the 
'353 patent specifies treatment of pig dermis intended for transplant by immersion in 
acetone for 39 hours, followed by washing and enzyme treatment. 

The '353 patent thus teaches the use of acetone in every one of its examples of tissue 
preparation. I followed the '353 patent teachings with respect to acetone treatment in 
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order to demonstrate that exposure to such agents as acetone also results in the production 
of non-viable donor tissue for the transplant: 

Protocol: Fresh murine T cells isolated from NOD and B6 mouse splenocytes, kidney 
cells and liver cells of B6 mice, and human peripheral blood lymphocytes (PBLs) were 
isolated and plated into 24-well plates at a density of 1 x 10 6 cells per ml. All cells were 
incubated with acetone for 1 hour and rinsed once in RPMI. The % viability of the cells 
as a function of the presence or absence of acetone was assessed after 22 hours by flow 
cytometry using propidium iodide. Results of these experiments are shown in Tables 3 A, 
3B, and 3C. 



Results: Table 3 A shows the % viability of T cells isolated from murine NOD and B6 
splenocytes 22 hours after incubation for 1 hour with or without acetone. Table 3B 
shows % viability of murine B6 kidney and liver cells 22 hours after incubation for 1 
hour with or without acetone. Table 3C shows % viability of human peripheral blood 
lymphocytes 22 hours after incubation for 1 hour with or without acetone. 



Table 3A: 



1-hour Acetone Exposure 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) 
after 22 hours 


no (control) 


72/81 


yes 


0/0 



Table 3B: 



Acetone toxicity (1 hr) in liver and kidney cells of B6 mice 



1 -hour Acetone Exposure 


% viable cells (liver/kidney) 
after 22 hours 


no (control) 


79/89 


yes 


0/0 



Table 3C: 



Acetone exposure ( 


[1 hr) on fresh human PBLs 


1-hour Acetone Exposure 


% viable cells (PBLs) 
after 22 hours 


no (control) 


93 


yes 


0 
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14. My experiments show that donor cells treated for one hour (cf. Example 1 of the '353 
patent) results in completely non-viable tissue in all cases within 22 hours after acetone 
extraction. 

15. The foregoing experiments show that following the teachings of the two patents of Oliver 
et al. (the '123 and the '353 patent) with respect to preparation of tissue for transplant 
results in non-viable tissue, which is not suitable for use in accordance with my 
invention. 

1 6. IV. Treatment of donor cells with alcohol + a-galactosidase 

The Stone et al. article teaches a method for preparing porcine articular cartilage for 
transplant. Cartilage plugs were immersed in alcohol for 5 minutes, then immersed in a 
phosphate-citrate-sodium chloride buffer containing 100 U/ml of a-galactosidase and 
incubated for 4 hours at 26° C. (See, Stone et al., page 1578, right column.) 

The Stone et al. article states that the alcohol treatment of the donor tissue is to remove 
synovial fluid and lipid-soluble contaminants (page 1578, right column); however, I 
followed the Stone et al. teachings with respect to alcohol treatment in order to 
demonstrate that exposure to such reagents also results in the production of non-viable 
donor tissue for the transplant: 

Protocol: Fresh murine T cells isolated from NOD and B6 mouse splenocytes, kidney 
cells and liver cells of B6 mice, and human peripheral blood lymphocytes (PBLs) were 
isolated and plated into 24-well plates at a density of 1 x 10 6 cells per ml. As in the 
Stone et al. article, the cells were exposed to alcohol for 5 minutes, washed and then 
incubated with 100 U/ml of a-galactosidase in phosphate-citrate-sodium chloride buffer 
for 4 hours at 26° C. Comparative wells of cells were also incubated in alcohol alone 
(followed by buffer only wash) or in the a-galactosidase buffer alone. The % viability 
was determined using flow cytometry after the 4-hour incubation. Results of these 
experiments are shown in Tables 4A, 4B, and 4C. 

Results: Table 4A shows the % viability of T cells isolated from murine NOD and B6 
splenocytes after 4 hours of incubation at 26° C with either alcohol alone, a- 
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galactosidase alone, or a combination of alcohol + a-galactosidase. Table 4B shows the 
% viability of murine B6 kidney and liver cells after 4 hours incubation at 26° C with 
either alcohol alone, a-galactosidase alone, or a combination of alcohol + a- 
galactosidase. Table 4C shows the % viability of human peripheral blood lymphocytes 
after incubation for 4 hours at 26° C with alcohol alone, a-galactosidase alone, or a 
combination of alcohol + a-galactosidase. 



Table 4A: 

Alcohol + a-galactosidase toxicity in T cells isolated from NOD and B6 spleno cytes 



Treatment 



% viable cells (NOD/B6) after 4 hours 



buffer only 



92/94 



alcohol alone (then buffer) 



0/0 



a-galactosidase buffer alone 



89/91 



alcohol + a-galactosidase 



0/0 



Table 4B: 



Alcohol + a-galactosidase toxicity in B6 liver and kidney cells 



Treatment 


% viable cells (liver/kidney) after 4 hours 


buffer only 


98/91 


alcohol alone (then buffer) 


0/0 


a-galactosidase buffer alone 


95/90 


alcohol + a-galactosidase 


0/0 


Table 4C: 

Alcohol + a-galactosidase toxicity in human PBLs 


Treatment 


% viable cells (NOD/B6) after 4 hours 


buffer only 


98 


alcohol alone (then buffer) 


0 


a-galactosidase buffer alone 


95 


alcohol + a-galactosidase 


0 



My experiments show that treatment of donor tissue for only five minutes with alcohol 
(as described in Stone et al.) results in non-viable tissue in all cases within four hours 
after alcohol treatment. Exposure of tissues to a-galactosidase alone does not appear to 
be toxic to donor tissues. 
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The foregoing experiments show that following the teachings of the Stone et al. article 
with respect to preparation of tissue for transplant results in non-viable tissue, which is 
not suitable for use in accordance with my invention. 

Conclusions 

(a) As seen in Tables 1 A-1C, treatment of viable tissues with sodium azide at 
concentrations as low as O.OOlmg/ml (that is, 500 times less concentrated than taught by 
Oliver et al.) results in the production of 100% non- viable tissue. The absence of any 
viable cells was observed as early as 22 hours post-treatment, and all treated cells were 
non-viable by 3 days post-treatment (that is, within a period 24 days shorter than taught 
by Oliver et al.). 

(b) As seen in Tables 2A-2C, treatment of viable tissues with an aldehyde cross- 
linking agent such as formaldehyde for as little as 5 minutes (as compared with 
incubation for hours or weeks taught by Oliver et al.) results in the production of 100% 
non- viable tissue after incubation in concentrations as low as 0.1%. The absence of any 
viable cells was observed as early as 22 hours post-treatment, and all treated cells were 
non-viable by 3 days post-treatment. 

(c) As seen in Tables 3 A-3C, treatment of viable tissue with acetone for 1 hour (as 
taught in the '353 patent) results in 100% non-viable tissue within 22 hours post- 
treatment. 

(d) As seen in Tables 4A-4B, treatment of viable tissues with alcohol for as little as 5 
minutes results in 100% non- viable tissue within 4 hours post-treatment. 

The foregoing experiments confirm that the teachings of the '123 patent, the 353 patent, 
and the Stone et al. article teach treatments for intended transplant tissue which render the 
tissue non- viable almost immediately. In contrast to this, my invention requires that the 
pre-tranplant treatment of viable donor tissue leaves the tissue viable, and that the 
viability is maintained after transplant. Thus, the Oliver et al. patents do not teach my 
invention. Moreover, combining the teachings of the Oliver et al. patents with the Galati 
et al. and the Stone et al. articles still results in the teaching of a pre-treatment for donor 
tissue that leads to non-viable tissue prior to transplant, and therefore that combination of 
publications cannot render my invention obvious. 
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I further declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true and that 
statements made on information and belief are believed to be true and further that false 
statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment or both under 
Section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code, and that such willful false statements 
may jeopardize the validity of the above-identified application or any patent issuing 



thereon. 




date 
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